
What the Public Service Employee Survey 
breakdowns of  visible minority and other groups 
tell us about diversity and inclusion? 

Following the 2019 Employment Equity Report provision of disaggregated representation for 
visible minorities, Indigenous people and persons with disabilities, the 2019 Public Service 
Employee Survey (PSES) similarly lays out these breakdowns for the four employment equity 
categories along with LGBTQ2, to assess whether or not the public service is inclusive to all 
groups. 

With the availability of disaggregated data, we now can compare the experiences of different 
visible minority and Indigenous groups, using the helpful summary tables available at Open 
Data. 

For ease in analysis, I have separated indicators pertaining more to organizational culture 
(employee engagement, senior management, workplace well-being, empowerment, career 
development, diversity and inclusion) from those of personal experience (harassment and 
discrimination).  

 Figure 1 contrasts the results for the 22 organizational culture questions for women, visible 
minorities, Indigenous peoples, persons with disabilities (PwD) and LGTBQ2, highlighting those 
with a variance of 5 percent better or worse compared to all employees. Overall, the major issues 
appear to be with respect to PwD across virtually all indicators followed by Indigenous 
employees with respect to diversity and inclusion. Visible minorities and LGBTQ2 are largely 
similar to all employees, with the exception of higher stress due to discrimination for visible 
minorities. However, visible minorities also indicated being more satisfied with senior 
management and less stressed after the workday. 

https://www.canada.ca/en/government/publicservice/wellness-inclusion-diversity-public-service/diversity-inclusion-public-service/employment-equity-annual-reports/employment-equity-public-service-canada-2018-2019.html
https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pses-saff/2019/results-resultats/bq-pq/00/org-eng.aspx
https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pses-saff/2019/results-resultats/bq-pq/00/org-eng.aspx
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019-PSES-Diversity-and-Inclusion-Tables_SAFF-2019-Tableaux-diversit%25C3%25A9-et-inclusion.xlsx
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019-PSES-Diversity-and-Inclusion-Tables_SAFF-2019-Tableaux-diversit%25C3%25A9-et-inclusion.xlsx


FIGURE 1: ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE INDICATORS COMPARISON

Women VisMin Indigenous PwD LGBTQ

Respondents 104,636 33,859 12,370 12,517 12,860

Employee Engagement (scale)

Q 7. Work satisfaction 3% -1% -1% -8% -1%

Q 52. Department or agency satisfaction 2% 1% -5% -14% 0%

Q 11. Feeling valued at work 1% 0% -5% -13% 0%

Senior Management (scale)

Q 35. Confidence in senior management 3% 3% -2% -11% 0%

Q 36. Effectiveness and timeliness of decisions 3% 4% -1% -10% 0%

Q 37. Effectiveness of essential information flows 2% 6% -2% -10% -1%

Workplace Well-Being (scale)

Q 75. Overall work-related stress is… (High or Very high) -1% -2% 3% 13% 2%

Q 76. Feeling emotionally drained after workday -4% -8% 0% 11% -1%

Q 78. Psychological health of workplace 1% 1% -7% -15% -4%

Q 74n. Extent to which harassment or discrimination 
cause stress at work 2% 6% 7% 14% 3%

Empowerment (scale)

Q 13. Opportunities to provide input into decisions 0% -1% -5% -12% -2%

Q 14. Encouraged to be innovative or to take initiative 2% -1% -3% -11% -1%

Q 47. Support by dept/agency to propose new ideas 1% -3% -2% -11% -1%

Career Development (scale)

Q 44. Support for employee career development 2% 0% -2% -13% 2%
Q 45. Opportunities for promotion given within dept/
agency 1% 0% -2% -15% 3%

Q 46g. Extent to which discrimination has affected career 
progress -1% 4% 4% 11% 0%

Diversity and Inclusion (scale)

Q 48. Respects individual differences 2% 0% -6% -13% 0%

Q 49. Implements activities and practices that support a 
diverse workplace

2% -3% -6% -11% -2%

Q 50. Treats me with respect 2% 0% -6% -14% 1%

Q 21. Work unit, every individual is accepted as an equal 
member

0% 0% -6% -14% -1%

Q 22. Work unit, individuals behave in a respectful 
manner

-1% 0% -7% -10% -2%

Q 23. People I work with value my ideas and opinions 0% -1% -6% -11% 0%

Note: Highlighting: Red, 5% or more, Green, -5 percent or lower (better or worse)



Figure 2 compares the harassment and discrimination indicators across the categories. The 
results are as one would expect for each category. While visible minorities are comparable to all 
employees with respect to harassment, they are more likely to have encountered discrimination 
based on their race, ethnic origin, colour or religion. Indigenous are more likely to feel excluded 
and encounter discrimination based on their race. Once again, PwD are more likely to encounter 
harassment, whether being subject to excessive control, being excluded, humiliated or 
encountering interference in their work and being discriminated against in their disability. 
LGBTQ2 encounter more sexual comment or gesture harassment along with greater 
discrimination on sexual orientation or gender identity. 



FIGURE 2: HARASSMENT AND DISCRIMINATION INDICATORS COMPARISON

Women VisMin Indigenous PwD LGBTQ

Harassment (yes/no)

Q 58. Victim of harassment in the past 12 months? 2% 0% 8% 15% 3%

Q 60a. Aggressive behaviour -1% 2% 3% 3% 2%

Q 60b. Excessive control -1% 0% 4% 8% 1%

Q 60c. Being excluded or being ignored 0% 0% 5% 11% -1%

Q 60d. Humiliation -1% 1% 2% 7% -1%

Q 60e. Interference with work or withholding resources 0% -1% 4% 8% -1%

Q 60f. Offensive remark 0% -2% 3% 0% 4%

Q 60g. Personal attack -3% -6% 4% 3% 0%

Q 60h. Physical violence -1% 0% 2% 1% 0%

Q 60i. Sexual comment or gesture 1% -2% 1% -1% 7%

Q 60j. Threat -3% 1% 1% 4% 1%

Q 60k. Unfair treatment -3% 4% 4% 12% -2%

Q 60l. Yelling or shouting -1% 1% 0% 2% 0%

Q 60m. Other 0% 0% 2% 4% -2%

Q 64. Satisfied with resolution of harassment matters (scale) -2% 2% -5% -14% -2%

Discrimination (yes/no)

Q 66. Victim of discrimination in the past 12 months? 1% 4% 6% 15% 3%

Q 68a. Race -4% 32% 11% -10% -7%

Q 68b. National or ethnic origin -4% 21% 2% -9% -6%

Q 68c. Colour -4% 20% -4% -7% -6%

Q 68d. Religion -1% 8% 0% -1% -2%
Q 68e. Age 1% -4% -5% -3% -2%
Q 68f. Sex 4% -8% -2% -6% -1%
Q 68g. Sexual orientation -2% -1% 2% 1% 31%
Q 68h. Gender identity or expression 0% 0% 1% 1% 9%
Q 68i. Marital status 0% -2% 2% 0% 2%
Q 68j. Family status 3% -3% 2% -2% 0%
Q 68k. Genetic characteristics 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%

Q 68l. Disability 1% -7% 3% 48% 4%
Q 68m. Pardoned conviction or suspended record 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Q 68n. Other -1% -4% 0% -4% -4%
Q 72. Satisfied with resolution of discrimination matters (scale) -1% -1% -5% -15% -2%
Note: Highlighting: Red, 5% or more, Green, -5 percent or lower (better or worse)



Visible Minorities 

Figure 3 contrasts the responses for the different visible minority groups for the organizational 
culture indicators compared to all employees. Generally, employee engagement indicators show 
comparable results across all groups to all employees with minor variations. Most groups are 
more satisfied with senior management than all employees, particularly with respect to 
information flow. Workplace well-being indicators are generally more positive than for all 
employees, with the notable exception of harassment and discrimination induced stress. While 
empowerment indicators generally are similar to all employees, Black, Japanese and Korean feel 
the least empowered. Career development indicators are also generally comparable, with the 
exception of more negative perceptions by Japanese and Black, South Asian and West Asian 
employees responding that discrimination has adversely affected their career progress. While 
diversity and inclusion indicators are generally comparable across groups, Japanese have the 
lowest satisfaction along with Blacks regarding support for a diverse workplace. 

Overall, Filipinos have the highest levels of satisfaction of all groups consistently across all 
indicators. 

INSERT FIGURE 3 

Figure 4 contrasts the responses for the different visible minority groups for the harassment 
and discrimination indicators compared to all employees. Black, Filipino and Chinese employees 
report lower harassment for most indicators than other groups. Aggressive behaviour is highest 
among some Asian groups along with yelling or shouting. Perceived unfair treatment is common 
to most groups, save Filipino and Southeast Asian. 

Overall, Japanese employees report the greatest harassment and least satisfaction regarding 
harassment resolution and Filipinos the least harassment and greatest satisfaction with resolution, 
followed by Chinese. 

Black employees report being a victim of discrimination the most, generally and with respect 
to race and colour. But all groups report significantly higher discrimination than all employees, 
whether by race, ethnic origin or colour, save for West Asians/Arab. However, Southeast Asian 
and West Asians/Arab report high levels of religious discrimination, most likely related to Islam. 
Interestingly, both Chinese and Southeast Asian report higher levels of age discrimination, and 
family status discrimination is highest among Japanese. Discrimination resolution satisfaction is 
highest with Filipinos and lowest with Black, Japanese, Latin American and mixed. 

INSERT FIGURE 4 



Indigenous groups 
Figure 5 contrasts the responses of the three Indigenous groups for the organizational culture 

indicators compared to all employees. Overall, Inuit have higher levels of satisfaction across the 
vast majority of these indicators, with Métis having the lowest levels with respect to employee 
engagement, the highest work-related stress and the lowest levels of empowerment. North 
American Indian and Métis rate the psychological health lower than all employees and all three 
groups report higher levels of discrimination-induced stress. 



FIGURE 5: ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE INDICATORS COMPARISON - INDIGENOUS

NA Indian Métis Inuit

Respondents 8,043 4,033 294

Employee Engagement (scale)

Q 7. Work satisfaction 1% -3% -1%

Q 52. Department or agency satisfaction -3% -7% 3%

Q 11. Feeling valued at work -2% -7% 1%

Senior Management (scale)

Q 35. Confidence in senior management 0% -4% 10%

Q 36. Effectiveness and timeliness of decisions 1% -3% 15%

Q 37. Effectiveness of essential information flows -1% -4% 11%

Workplace Well-Being (scale)

Q 75. Overall work-related stress is… (High or Very high) 2% 5% -2%

Q 76. Feeling emotionally drained after workday -2% 2% -6%

Q 78. Psychological health of workplace -6% -8% 3%

Q 74n. Extent to which harassment or discrimination cause stress at 
work 5% 8% 6%

Empowerment (scale)

Q 13. Opportunities to provide input into decisions -3% -6% -1%

Q 14. Encouraged to be innovative or to take initiative -1% -5% 6%

Q 47. Support by dept/agency to propose new ideas -1% -4% 5%

Career Development (scale) 0% 0% 0%

Q 44. Support for employee career development 0% -4% 5%

Q 45. Opportunities for promotion given within dept/agency -2% -3% 7%

Q 46g. Extent to which discrimination has affected career progress 4% 4% 3%

Diversity and Inclusion (scale)

Q 48. Respects individual differences -6% -6% 1%

Q 49. Implements activities and practices that support a diverse 
workplace

-6% -5% -7%

Q 50. Treats me with respect -5% -6% 2%

Q 21. Work unit, every individual is accepted as an equal member -6% -7% -3%

Q 22. Work unit, individuals behave in a respectful manner -8% -7% -1%

Q 23. People I work with value my ideas and opinions -5% -7% -4%

Note: Highlighting: Red, 5% or more, Green, -5 percent or lower (better or worse)



Figure 6 contrasts the responses with respect to harassment and discrimination. All Indigenous 
groups report harassment over the past 12 months, being excluded or ignored. Inuit have higher 
rates of being humiliated or being subject to offensive remarks while Métis report being subject 
to excessive control and personal attacks. Only Inuit are satisfied with harassment resolution 
while Métis are least satisfied.With respect to discrimination, all have experienced higher levels 
of discrimination than all employees, with very high levels based on race for North American 
Indian and Inuit and high levels with respect to nation or ethnic origin. As in the case of 
harassment resolution, only Inuit are as satisfied as all employees while Métis are least satisfied. 



FIGURE 6: HARASSMENT AND DISCRIMINATION INDICATORS COMPARISON—INDIGENOUS

NA Indian Métis Inuit

Harassment (yes/no)

Q 58. Victim of harassment in the past 12 months? 7% 9% 4%

Q 60a. Aggressive behaviour 4% 2% -5%

Q 60b. Excessive control 3% 5% -4%

Q 60c. Being excluded or being ignored 6% 4% 5%

Q 60d. Humiliation 2% 1% 7%

Q 60e. Interference with work or withholding resources 4% 4% -2%

Q 60f. Offensive remark 3% 4% 7%

Q 60g. Personal attack 1% 5% -7%

Q 60h. Physical violence 1% 3% -2%

Q 60i. Sexual comment or gesture 1% 0% 0%

Q 60j. Threat 0% 1% 4%

Q 60k. Unfair treatment 3% 3% 3%

Q 60l. Yelling or shouting 0% 1% -6%

Q 60m. Other 2% 1% 3%

Q 64. Satisfied with resolution of harassment matters (scale) -3% -7% 1%

Discrimination (yes/no) 0% 0% 0%

Q 66. Victim of discrimination in the past 12 months? 6% 5% 8%

Q 68a. Race 23% -2% 30%

Q 68b. National or ethnic origin 7% -2% 6%

Q 68c. Colour -3% -7% 1%

Q 68d. Religion 0% -1% -6%
Q 68e. Age -5% -3% -20%
Q 68f. Sex -5% 0% -2%
Q 68g. Sexual orientation 1% 1% -4%
Q 68h. Gender identity or expression 1% 1% -2%
Q 68i. Marital status 0% 2% -8%
Q 68j. Family status 1% 3% -1%
Q 68k. Genetic characteristics -1% 1% -1%

Q 68l. Disability 3% 4% -6%
Q 68m. Pardoned conviction or suspended record 0% 0% 0%
Q 68n. Other -3% 3% -18%
Q 72. Satisfied with resolution of discrimination matters (scale) -4% -6% 2%
Note: Highlighting: Red, 5% or more, Green, -5 percent or lower (better or worse)



While it appears that the experience of visible minorities is worse than Indigenous peoples, 
PSES data supports the view that the government has considerable work to improve the 
workplace organizational culture to reduce harassment and discrimination for both visible 
minority and Indigenous groups. This needs to take place at the general and the specific group 
levels by each department given the variances between the individual groups.  

As in the case of disaggregated data with respect to employment equity groups, the increased 
granularity of the PSES provides a richer evidence base for managers and human resources to 
develop measures to improve inclusion in the public service at the departmental and 
organizational levels. 

Methodology: 

This analysis is based upon the TBS abridged PSES data table, 2019 PSES - Diversity and 
Inclusion Tables - The data tables contain comparisons of the 2019 PSES results between certain 
demographic groups or sub-types of designated groups under the Employment Equity Act and 
the rest of the public service. As the PSES is a voluntary survey, open to core public 
administration (Schedule I and IV) and separate agencies (Schedule V), the responses cover a 
broader range of organizations than TBS Employment Equity reports which only apply to core 
public administration. Responses for categories and groups were contrasted with all responses, 
save for the general question on harassment and discrimination for women which is a direct 
comparison with men. TBS weighs the responses based on workforce demographics. The 
response numbers by group were taken from the  2019 Public Service Employee Survey open 
dataset. 

A threshold of five percent to flag significant differences was used, with red indicating worse 
and green better. 
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regular media commentator and blogger (Multiculturalism Meanderings). He is the 
former Director General for Citizenship and Multiculturalism, has worked for a 
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https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019-PSES-Diversity-and-Inclusion-Tables_SAFF-2019-Tableaux-diversit%C3%A9-et-inclusion.xlsx
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019-PSES-Diversity-and-Inclusion-Tables_SAFF-2019-Tableaux-diversit%C3%A9-et-inclusion.xlsx
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019-PSES-Diversity-and-Inclusion-Tables_SAFF-2019-Tableaux-diversit%C3%A9-et-inclusion.xlsx
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019-PSES-Diversity-and-Inclusion-Tables_SAFF-2019-Tableaux-diversit%C3%A9-et-inclusion.xlsx
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019%2520Public%2520Service%2520Employee%2520Survey%2520open%2520dataset_Ensemble%2520de%2520donn%25C3%2583%25C2%25A9es%2520ouvertes%2520du%2520Sondage%2520aupr%25C3%2583%25C2%25A8s%2520des%2520fonctionnaires%2520f%25C3%2583%25C2%25A9d%25C3%2583%25C2%25A9raux%2520de%25202019.csv
https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/tbs-sct/documents/datasets/2019%2520Public%2520Service%2520Employee%2520Survey%2520open%2520dataset_Ensemble%2520de%2520donn%25C3%2583%25C2%25A9es%2520ouvertes%2520du%2520Sondage%2520aupr%25C3%2583%25C2%25A8s%2520des%2520fonctionnaires%2520f%25C3%2583%25C2%25A9d%25C3%2583%25C2%25A9raux%2520de%25202019.csv
https://multiculturalmeanderings.wordpress.com/books/because-its-2015-implementing-diversity-and-inclusion/
https://multiculturalmeanderings.wordpress.com/books/because-its-2015-implementing-diversity-and-inclusion/
https://multiculturalmeanderings.wordpress.com/books/multiculturalism-in-canada-evidence-and-anecdote-forthcoming/
http://multiculturalmeanderings.wordpress.com/books/policy-arrogance-or-innocent-bias-resetting-citizenship-and-multiculturalism/
http://multiculturalmeanderings.wordpress.com/books/policy-arrogance-or-innocent-bias-resetting-citizenship-and-multiculturalism/
http://multiculturalmeanderings.wordpress.com
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